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ABSTRACT
THE RELATIONSHIP OF PERCEIVED SOCIAL SUPPORT AND THE BIG FIVE IN
ADOLESCENTS
Ray Geosling, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Christine Malecki, Director
Social support is important for adolescents as it is related to outcomes such as anxiety,
depression, and self-esteem. These associations are well established in the literature as known
factors related to adolescents’ perception of social support from parents, teachers, friends, and
classmates. However, it is important for researchers to understand additional factors that are
related to perceived social support. One factor that is relevant to all students is personality. This
factor has been investigated with adolescents outside of the United States but has not been
investigated with adolescents in the United States. The present study sought to investigate the
relationship of perceived social support and the Big Five in adolescents in the United States.
Findings from the current study indicate that perceived social support from each source is related
to two or more of the Big Five personality domains. Additionally, it was found that openness to
experience was not significantly related to perceived social support from any source.
Implications of the findings from the current study are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Adolescence is a period of life marked by change. It is during this time that young people
go through puberty, transition to middle and high school, and face the possibility of transitioning
to college or the workforce. Adolescents may also face more individualized events such as
conflict with peers, family transition (e.g., divorce of parents), romantic relationships, the desire
for autonomy, and other stressful life events. Additionally, these stressors can be accompanied
by negative outcomes. The National Institute of Mental Health (n.d.a; n.d.b) reports that about
8% of adolescents have an anxiety disorder and 3.3% of adolescents have a depressive disorder.
Given the prevalence of stressors, depression, and anxiety in adolescence, it is important to
identify protective factors that can benefit adolescents. One such protective factor is social
support from those who are already present in the lives of adolescents.
Social support can be defined as “an individual’s perceptions of general support or
specific supportive behaviors (available or enacted on) from people in their social network,
which enhances their functioning or may buffer them from adverse outcomes” (Demaray &
Malecki, 2002a, p. 215). Research has shown that if an adolescent is lacking social support, it
can have negative consequences. Research demonstrates a relationship between low levels of
social support and depression (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b) and anxiety (Demaray & Malecki,
2002a). If an adolescent has a sufficient amount of perceived social support, it is related to
several positive outcomes. These include increased self-esteem (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003),
academic achievement (Malecki & Demaray, 2006), and increased social skills (Rueger,
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Malecki, & Demaray, 2008). There are several factors that may contribute to a person’s
perceived social support. One factor is family structure (Gayman, Turner, Cislo, & Eliassen,
2011; Riggio, 2004). Another factor is sex. Girls tend to perceive more support than boys
(Malecki & Elliott, 1999; Martinez, 2006). Another factor that may be related to an adolescent’s
perception of social support is personality.
The structure of personality can be described by the five-factor model of personality. The
five factors outlined within the model give a useful way to characterize individual differences
between people (Digman, 1990). Based on the five-factor model, personality is split into five
broad domains: extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and
neuroticism. John, Naumann, and Soto (2008) explain that the five-factor model is not a theory
that was proposed by one individual researcher or a set of researchers. Instead, it is something
that appeared in several different studies by several different researchers. Defining each domain
is not a simple task. While there is a general agreement on what each domain represents, there is
some variability in how different researchers define each domain. Each domain is split up into
facets, or specific traits, with variability among researchers as to what facets are under which
domain. For example, Costa and McCrae (1992) posit that the facet “warmth” should be under
extraversion while John et al. (2008) place “warmth” under agreeableness.
Even with this slight variability among researchers as to which facets make up the
specific domains, there is a general agreement among researchers as to what the overall domains
measure. According to John et al. (2008), extraversion includes traits such as sociability, activity,
assertiveness, and positive emotionality. Openness to experience “describes the depth, breadth,
originality, and complexity of an individual’s mental and experiential life” (John, Naumann, &
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Soto, 2008, p. 138). Conscientiousness includes behavior such as thinking before acting,
delaying gratification, following norms and rules, and planning, organizing, and prioritizing
tasks. Agreeableness is described by traits such as altruism, tender-mindedness, trust, and
modesty. Finally, those high in neuroticism may be described as anxious, nervous, sad, and
tense. It is important to note that the Big Five taxonomy is not a theory of personality. It is
intended to describe personality, not explain it (John et al., 2008). These domains of personality
have been researched in adults as well as adolescents (Allik, Laidra, Realo, & Pullmann, 2004;
McCrae et al., 2002; Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2008).
There has been relatively little research on the relationship between personality and social
support in adolescents. Of those who studied this relationship, some reported global levels of
social support rather than reporting it by source (e.g., Di Fabio & Kenny, 2012; Heaven,
Ciarrochi, Leeson, & Barkus, 2013, Xia et al., 2012). Another study investigated perceived
support from different sources but did not explore support from sources outside of the family
(Branje, van Lieshout, & van Aken, 2004). One study investigated support from sources outside
of the family but failed to include support from teachers (Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003).
Finally, the aforementioned studies were conducted with student populations outside of the
United States. To date, researchers have not looked at the relationship between perceived social
support and personality in a sample of adolescents in the United States.
Given the transitions and stressful events that occur during adolescence, understanding
resources that may help adolescents is important. One resource that may be readily available to
most adolescents is social support. Studies show that perceived social support in adolescence is
related to several positive outcomes and buffers against a number of negative outcomes. While
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extensive research has been done on the outcomes of social support and how it may benefit the
adolescent population, it is important to take a step back and examine internal characteristics in
adolescents that may be related to perceived social support. One such characteristic that requires
more study and is relevant to all adolescents is personality. The present study investigated how
students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived social support from
parents, teachers, classmates, and a close friend in a U.S. sample of adolescents.
Social Support
The importance of social support has been investigated by many researchers across the
lifespan. Even so, one problem in exploring social support is that researchers use different
definitions for the same construct, leading to slightly different emphases (Chu, Saucier, &
Hafner, 2010). For the present research, social support will be defined as “an individual’s
perceptions of general support or specific supportive behaviors (available or enacted on) from
people in their social network, which enhances their functioning or may buffer them from
adverse outcomes” (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a, p. 215).
A common conceptualization of social support is Tardy’s (1985) model. This model
posits five components of social support: direction, disposition, description/evaluation, network,
and content. Direction refers to whether social support is given or received. Typically, research
focuses on what social support is received. Disposition makes the distinction between social
support that is available and social support that is actually used. Description/evaluation involves
how the recipient describes the social support (description) and how satisfied the recipient is with
the social support (evaluation). Within Tardy’s model, the people who provide social support are
the network. For children and adolescents, members of the support network include people such
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as parents, teachers, close friends, and classmates (Davidson & Demaray, 2007; Demaray &
Malecki, 2002a; Demaray, Malecki, Rueger, Brown, & Hodgson, 2009). Lastly, Tardy describes
content as the type of social support and he suggests four different types: emotional,
instrumental, informational, and appraisal. Emotional support includes aspects of caring such as
trust, empathy, and love. Instrumental is the provision of tangible or abstract resources (e.g.,
loaning someone a book or providing time). Informational support is advice and appraisal
support involves evaluative feedback.
The Main Effect and Stress Buffering Models
There are two models that attempt to explain the relationship of perceived social support
and overall health: the main effect model and the stress buffering model (Cohen, Underwood, &
Gottlieb, 2000; Cohen & Wills, 1985). The stress buffering model states that the positive effects
of social support occur (primarily) for those who are under stress. Cohen and Wills (1985)
suggest that stress occurs when someone faces a situation that they perceive as challenging and
for which that individual does not possess the proper resources to cope. This does not have to be
major life events but could be the combination of several different situations. Social support
comes into the picture because, when that individual does not have the resources to cope, others
around them can provide what is needed. Note that these resources can be utilized, but it is not
vital. The person simply needs to perceive the resources as available (Cohen & Wills, 1985).
This model suggests that if someone has a strong social network, he or she will perceive
potential stressors differently than those who do not have a strong social network. For example, a
student who has a difficult homework assignment may perceive that as more stressful if he does
not think he has someone to help him with it when compared to a student who knows his teacher
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will give him extra help. In addition to appraising the event differently, this model posits that the
receipt of social support buffers against the negative effects after the event has already been
appraised as stressful. For example, if a student is having difficulty with peers, the model
suggests that receiving emotional support from parents would protect against the negative effects
of stress (Cohen et al., 2000).
Cohen and Wills (1985) suggest that different types of social support can buffer against
stress in different ways. For example, they claim that a construct similar to emotional support
can protect against the negative effects of an event that may threaten someone’s self-esteem.
Emotional support can cause the person to re-evaluate the situation in a way that does not
threaten their self-esteem and, therefore, protect against stress. Cohen and Wills explain how
informational support can protect against stress by the support provider suggesting ways to cope
in a variety of situations. This allows emotional and informational support to be utilized in a
wide range of circumstances. Instrumental and appraisal support, however, are more focused.
These would involve the support provider to give support that is tailored to the need. For
example, if a student needs money but someone gives her a calculator, then this type of
instrumental support is not helpful. However, if the student is about to take a math test and
someone gives her a calculator, this could buffer against a stressful response.
The other model that explains the relationship between social support and overall health
is the main effect model. This model states that the benefits of social support are available to
everyone, regardless if they are under stress or not. Simply being part of a network that can
provide social support may lead to positive outcomes. According to this model, the benefits of
social support come from the stability and feelings of self-worth that can result from being a part
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of a social network. If someone is not integrated into a strong social network, this in and of itself
can be a stressor and may lead to lower self-esteem and feelings of isolation (Cohen et al., 2000).
There is empirical support for both the stress-buffering and the main effect models
(Cohen & Wills, 1985). Demaray, Malecki, Davidson, Hodgson, and Rebus (2005) conducted a
longitudinal study assessing the relationship of perceived social support and student adjustment
in adolescents. They found evidence supporting the main effect model. Perceived social support
was negatively correlated with student maladjustment (e.g., anxiety, somatization, social stress)
and emotional symptoms (e.g., social stress, depression, self-esteem). Results from Stadler,
Feifel, Rohrmann, Vermeiren, and Poutska (2010) supported the stress buffering model. In a
study investigating the relationship between peer victimization, maladjustment, and social
support across middle and high school, they found that parental support buffered against
maladjustment in middle-school females. In high-school students, they found that school support
buffered against maladjustment regardless of sex. While results from some studies support one
model or another, several studies show evidence for both models (e.g., Conners-Burrow,
Johnson, Whiteside-Mansell, McKelvey, & Gargus, 2009; DeGarmo & Martinez, 2006; Jackson
& Warren, 2000). In a study looking at the relationship between bullying and depression,
researchers found evidence for the main effect model in that students with higher levels of parent
support scored lower on a depression inventory when compared to students with low levels of
parent support. This result was found across groups (not involved, victim, bully, bully-victim).
However, there was also support for the stress buffering model because the bully-victims (i.e.,
the most stressed group) saw the greatest reduction in depressive symptoms when comparing
high support to low support (Conners-Burrow et al., 2009). Given the evidence for both models,
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it cannot be said that one accounts for the benefits of social support and the other does not.
Rather, both models can be used to explain the relationship between social support and overall
health (Demaray, Malecki, Jenkins, & Cunningham, 2010). Whether the benefits of social
support are explained from the main effect or the stress buffering model, it is clear that social
support is related to both positive and negative outcomes.
Outcomes Associated with Social Support
Social support is related to a variety of outcomes. These include self-esteem (Colarossi &
Eccles, 2003; Dubois et al., 2002), depression (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Licitra-Kleckler &
Waas, 1993; Patten et al., 1997), anxiety (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; White, Bruce, Farrell, &
Kliewer, 1998), delinquency (Licitra-Kleckler & Waas, 1993), and academic achievement
(Levitt, Guacci-Franco, & Levitt, 1994; Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Rosenfield, Richman, &
Bowen, 2000).
It is interesting to see the interplay between the student’s social network and these
outcomes. One might assume that a person who has a large social network would perceive more
social support. However, the size of a child’s network is not related to perceived social support
(Dubow & Ullman, 1989). The important aspect of the social network is who provides social
support within that network (i.e., the source of social support; Demaray & Malecki, 2002b;
Demaray et al., 2005). A consistent finding within the literature is the importance of perceived
parent support and its relation to a variety of outcomes. For example, Rueger, Malecki, and
Demaray (2008) found evidence that high parent support is related to lower aggression for
females and better social skills for males. Additionally, researchers have found evidence for a
positive relationship between parent support and personal adjustment (Demaray & Malecki,
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2002b; Demaray et al., 2005; Malecki & Demaray, 2003), self-esteem (Rueger et al., 2010), and
academic achievement for girls (Rueger, Malecki, & Demaray, 2010). An important finding is
the relationship between low levels of parent support and negative outcomes. These include
elevated levels of depression (Conners-Burrow et al., 2009; Patten et al., 1997; Rueger et al.,
2010), maladjustment (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Demaray et al., 2005; Stadler et al., 2010),
internalizing distress from bullying (Davidson & Demaray, 2007), and emotional symptoms
(Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Demaray et al., 2005).
Conners-Burrow et al. (2009) investigated the relationship between perceived social
support and depression in bullies, victims, bully-victims, and those not involved. They found that
high support from parents buffered against depressive symptoms in all four groups. When parent
support was high, teacher support did not have an effect. However, when parent support was
low, high teacher support was related to lower depressive symptoms. This result was found in all
of the groups besides the victim. Other studies have demonstrated that high perceived teacher
support is related to self-esteem (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Reddy, Rhodes, & Mulhall, 2003),
social skills (Malecki & Demaray, 2003), and academic outcomes (Malecki & Demaray, 2003;
Rosenfield, Richman, & Bowen, 2000). Low teacher support is related to school maladjustment
(Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Malecki & Demaray, 2003), internalizing distress (Davidson &
Demaray, 2007), and depressive symptoms (Colarossi & Eccles, 2003; Reddy et al., 2003). Also,
school support has been found to be related to students’ attitudes toward school and teachers
(Demaray et al., 2005), depressive symptoms (Davidson & Demaray, 2007), and adjustment
(Stadler et al., 2010). These results provide evidence for the importance of perceived social
support from adults in the lives of adolescents.

10
There is also evidence demonstrating the importance of perceived social support from
peers. General perceived peer support is related to lower levels of depression (Colarossi &
Eccles, 2003; Licitra-Kleckler & Waas, 1993) and higher self-esteem (Colarossi & Eccles,
2003). Some researchers have found that students can be negatively affected by their peer group.
For example, in a study investigating the relationship between social support and
psychopathology in suicidal adolescents, results showed that peer support was positively related
to externalizing behavior problems (Kerr, Preuss, & King, 2006). Other social support
researchers have differentiated between close friends and classmates. Interestingly, research
suggests that support from classmates is related to more positive outcomes than support from
close friends. Demaray et al. (2005) found that as classmate support increased, emotional
symptoms declined. They did not find significant results for close friend support. Another study
showed that classmate support is related to higher leadership, lower hyperactivity, and lower
depression. However, the same study found that, for girls, close friend support was related to
higher conduct problems and lower social skills (Rueger, Malecki, & Demaray, 2008). Classmate
support is also related to adjustment (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Rueger et al., 2008),
emotional symptoms (Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Demaray et al., 2005), and internalizing
distress (Davidson & Demaray, 2007).
Factors Related to Perceived Social Support
Given the importance of perceived social support, it would be advantageous for
practitioners to be cognizant of factors that may be related to the students’ perceived social
support. Some factors are external to the student. One such factor is family structure and divorce
(Gayman, Turner, Cislo, & Eliassen, 2011; Riggio, 2004). In a study conducted by Riggio
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(2004), college-aged students were asked about previous family experiences and current levels of
social support. She found that participants from divorced families perceived less emotional
support from their fathers and more emotional support from their mothers. Riggio suggested that
this result could be a result of which parent gains custody of the child and, therefore, who sees
the child more.
Other factors are internal to the child. One example, sex, is an internal factor that is
related to perceived social support. Several studies have found that girls perceive more support
than boys (Kerr et al., 2006; Malecki & Elliott, 1999; Martinez, 2006). However, there are other
studies that show that there is not a sex difference in perceived social support from parents
(Bokhorst, Sumter, & Westenberg, 2010; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Rueger et al., 2010).
Another internal factor is developmental stage. Bokhorst et al. (2010) reported that students in
secondary school in the Netherlands reported lower perceived social support from teachers when
compared to students from primary school. It should be noted that a similar study found
comparable results but also investigated the outcomes associated with teacher support. These
researchers found that, although teacher support declined, it was still related to positive outcomes
(Reddy et al., 2003). Overall, younger students tend to perceive more support (Bokhorst et al.,
2010; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Malecki & Elliott, 1999) and judge that support as more
important (Demaray & Malecki, 2003) when compared to older students. Interestingly, ethnicity
is another factor that is related to perceived social support (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a;
Demaray & Malecki, 2002b; Demaray & Malecki, 2003).
An additional factor that may be related to a student’s perception of social support is
disability. Students with a disability may differ in their perception of support when compared to
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students without a disability (Humphrey & Symes, 2010; Wenz-Gross & Siperstein, 1998).
However, generalizations about social support and students with disabilities should be made with
caution because there are several factors that are unique to students with disabilities. For
example, inclusion (Senicar & Grum, 2012), severity of disability (Emond, Fortin, & Picard,
1998), type of disability (Humphrey & Symes, 2010), exposure to nondisabled peers (Fryxell &
Kennedy, 1995; Saylor & Leach, 2009), and even students’ self-perception of their disability
(Rothman & Cosden, 1995) may relate to their level of perceived social support.
It is important to keep in mind that one cannot alter internal factors. For example, the
student’s developmental stage cannot be changed. Even though it is something one cannot alter,
it is important to know that children in certain developmental stages may perceive lower levels
of social support (e.g., Demaray & Malecki, 2002a). This information can (and should) influence
the intervention that is used. A final factor that may be related to students’ perception of social
support is personality. Much less is known about this relationship.
The Big Five
The structure of personality can be described by a five-factor model (Digman, 1990) that
includes extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and
neuroticism. These domains are commonly referred to as the “Big Five.” The Big Five provide
researchers with a useful way to characterize individual differences between people. One of the
first acknowledgements of a five-factor model of personality occurred in the 1930s (although it
was not identified as the Big Five at the time). Thurstone (1934) compiled a list of 60 adjectives
that were commonly used to describe people (e.g., generous, spiteful, tidy) and gave the list to
1,300 different raters. Raters were instructed to think of someone they knew well and identify the
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adjectives that would be used to describe that person. Thurstone found that five factors were able
to account for the intercorrelations between the adjectives. While some have identified this as
one of the first discoveries of five factors (e.g., Digman, 1996; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1997),
Thurstone did not label the five factors as they are currently identified.
Shortly after Thurstone (1934) identified five factors, Allport and Odbert (1936) fell in
line with something called the “lexical hypothesis” (John et al., 2008). This hypothesis states that
relevant, important, or recognized personality traits exist in human language. That is, we talk
about the characteristics of these traits in our verbal interactions. Allport and Odbert identified
trait words and categorized them into four different categories. These categories are terms that
were “possible personal traits” (e.g., abject; Allport & Odbert, 1936, p. 38), terms that describe
moods (e.g., clashing), terms denoting the evaluation of people (e.g., boorish), and miscellaneous
terms. This was expounded upon by Raymond Cattell. He took a portion of the trait terms
(4,500) identified by Allport and Odbert and boiled them down to 35 clusters of traits (Cattell,
1943). He then took the 35 clusters and, through factor analysis, ended up with 12 factors
(Cattell, 1945). This progression of the development of personality theory illustrates that the
five-factor model of personality is not a theory that was proposed by one individual researcher or
a set of researchers. Instead, it is something that was appearing in several different studies by
several different researchers over time (John et al., 2008). The research continued until
approximately the early 1980s, when theories converged and there was consensus on what we
know today as the Big Five (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1997).
The term “Big Five” was coined by Lewis R. Goldberg (1990). But why is the word
“Big” in the Big Five? This term was chosen purposefully to indicate the broad scope of each
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domain (John et al., 2008). For example, extraversion is a domain of the Big Five that is made up
of traits such as assertiveness, sociability, excitement seeking, and more. In other words, a
domain name does not indicate a single trait. Rather, each one is representative of a cluster of
traits that can be grouped under one common domain name. While there is a general agreement
on what each domain represents, there is some variability in how different researchers define
each of them. Each is split up into facets, or specific traits, with variability among researchers as
to what facets are under which domain. For example, Costa and McCrae (1992) posit that the
facet “warmth” should be under extraversion while John et al. (2008) place “warmth” under
agreeableness. Even with this slight variability among researchers as to which facets make up the
specific domains, there is a general agreement among researchers as to what the overall domains
measure.
The initial research on the development of the Big Five was conducted exclusively with
adults and the operationalization of each of the domains was developed with adults in mind.
However, research has shown that the Big Five can be measured in adolescence (Allik et al.,
2004; McCrae et al., 2002; Soto et al., 2008). Below is a brief description of each domain.
Extraversion
Extraversion is one of the most agreed-upon domains across models (Watson & Clark,
1997), with the majority of personality models (even non-Big Five models) agreeing that
extraversion is a central personality domain. However, there can be disagreement as to what
facets make up this specific domain (McCrae & John, 1992). This domain can be
misconceptualized as extraversion or introversion, meaning people think that extraversion is
assessing both extraversion and introversion. However, extraversion is actually the only
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dimension on which people can score (there is no score for introversion). At times, people score
on one end or the other on the continuum. But many people score somewhere in the middle
(Watson & Clark, 1997). According to John et al. (2008), extraversion includes traits such as
sociability, activity, assertiveness, and positive emotionality. People who score high on this
domain may be described as having a positive outlook, a large social network, and an energetic
approach to life. One particular facet, positive emotionality, is related to altruism (Krueger,
Hicks, & McGue, 2001). Also, positive emotionality is related to young adults’ relationship with
their parents (Belsky, Jaffee, Caspi, Moffitt, & Silva, 2003). Research suggests that extraversion
is negatively related to depression and social anxiety (Kotov, Watson, Robles, & Schmidt, 2007;
Watson, Clark, & Carey, 1988; Watson, Gamez, & Simms, 2005). However, recent evidence
suggests that these disorders may be related to different facets of this broad domain. That is,
depression may be associated with low positive emotionality. Social anxiety may be related to
low positive emotionality and three additional facets (i.e., sociability, ascendance, and funseeking; Naragon-Gainey, Watson, & Markon, 2009). Extraversion is also related to social status
and popularity (Anderson, John, Keltner, & Kring, 2001; Jensen-Campbell et al., 2002).
Neuroticism
The other domain of personality that is highly agreed upon amongst researchers is
neuroticism (McCrae & John, 1992). Similar to extraversion, neuroticism is included in most
models of personality. Neuroticism can be thought of as an individual’s tendency to react to
stressful events and experience negative affect (McCrae & John, 1992). Those high in
neuroticism may be described as anxious, nervous, sad, and tense (this can also be
conceptualized as emotional instability; John et al., 2008). In contrast, those who score low in
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neuroticism are characterized as calm, relaxed, and even-tempered (McCrae & John, 1992). The
effects of high neuroticism can be seen in daily life. Those high in neuroticism report daily
events as more stressful and react to those events more negatively than those low in neuroticism
(Gunthert, Cohen, & Armeli, 1999; Suls & Martin, 2005). When compared to those low in
neuroticism, college students high in neuroticism reported experiencing more interpersonal
conflicts. They also cope with stressful events differently than low-neuroticism individuals
(Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995) and these coping strategies are considered maladaptive (Ferguson,
2001; Gunthert et al., 1999). Furthermore, these maladaptive coping strategies can be damaging
to interpersonal relationships and are not related to situational context. In other words, those high
in neuroticism appear to be inflexible in how they cope and this can perpetuate the coping
problem (Lee-Baggley, Preece, & DeLongis, 2005). This may be related to the way that people
high in neuroticism process information. Studies show that those high in neuroticism differ from
those low in neuroticism in their response speed to negative information and their interpretation
of ambiguous information (Chan, Goodwin, & Harmer, 2007; Ormel et al., 2013). Research
suggests that young adults high in negative emotionality have poorer relationships with their
parents when compared to those who are not high in negative emotionality (Belsky et al., 2003).
In meta-analyses examining the relationship between personality and psychopathology, results
indicated that anxiety, depression, and substance abuse disorders are related to high levels of
neuroticism and low levels of conscientiousness (Kotov, Gamez, Schmidt, & Watson, 2010;
Trull & Sher, 1994).
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Agreeableness
Agreeableness is described by traits such as altruism, tender-mindedness, trust, and
modesty (John et al., 2008). This domain is often associated with getting along with others and
prosocial behavior (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; Heaven et al., 2013). Inasmuch as this domain
is associated with getting along with others, it is thought to have a functional role in group
process. That is, if there is someone who is disagreeable in a group, other group members will
direct their attention to that group member to get him/her to follow group norms/attitudes. If the
person continues to be disagreeable, the group might exclude that person from the group. This, in
turn, leads to a better outcome for the group (e.g., cohesiveness) but worse outcomes for the
individual who was excluded (Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997). It is evident why this domain is
important to social interaction. In contrast to neuroticism, individuals high in agreeableness
demonstrate adaptive strategies in coping with conflict with others (Jensen-Campbell &
Graziano, 2001). A study involving fifth- through seventh-grade students investigated the
relationship between personality and victimization. Of particular interest was agreeableness.
They found that those with high levels of agreeableness had more mutual friendships than those
who were not agreeable. Furthermore, boys and girls who were more agreeable were less likely
to experience an increase in victimization through the school year when compared to less
agreeable boys and girls. The other aspect of victimization is the aggressor. Low agreeableness is
related to aggression (Martin, Watson, & Wan, 2000). Meier, Robinson, and Wilkowski (2006)
investigated the relationship between agreeableness and the regulation of aggression. In their
first study, they found that priming individuals with aggressive words led to different outcomes
between participants. Those low in agreeableness showed an increase in aggressive behavior
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when compared to those high in agreeableness. In their second study, Meier et al. found that
agreeable individuals are likely to access prosocial thoughts when exposed to “aggression-related
cues.” In contrast, disagreeable individuals were likely to show decreased access to prosocial
thoughts when exposed to the same cues. These results suggest that agreeableness is related to
how people react to aggressive stimuli. Furthermore, agreeableness is related to how people think
about aggressive stimuli (Meier et al., 2006). Low agreeableness is also related to juvenile
delinquency and general problems with peers (John et al., 2008). Low levels of agreeableness,
conscientiousness, and high levels of disinhibition are related to substance abuse disorders in
adults (Kotov et al., 2010).
Conscientiousness
Conscientiousness includes behavior such as thinking before acting, delaying
gratification, following norms and rules, and planning, organizing, and prioritizing tasks (John et
al., 2008). In other words, conscientiousness can be thought of as social conformity and impulse
control (Hogan & Ones, 1997). However, others have suggested that this domain is ambiguous
and, in factor analyses, loads on both conscientiousness and agreeableness domains (Digman,
1990). This could be a result of agreeableness and conscientiousness being paired with
perceptions of character (McCrae & John, 1992). Nevertheless, conscientiousness is often
associated with dependability, honesty, and socially desirable traits (John et al., 2008; Hogan &
Ones, 1997). The importance of conscientiousness is seen in several areas of life. For example,
conscientiousness is a predictor of college GPA (Wagerman & Funder, 2007). Research shows
that conscientiousness is a significant predictor of job proficiency (performance ratings and
productivity data), training proficiency (training performance ratings and productivity data), and
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personnel data (salary level, turnover, and tenure) in professionals, police, managers, sales, and
skilled/semiskilled workers (Barrick & Mount, 1991). There is evidence to suggest that rating of
conscientiousness in childhood is related to one’s length of life (Friedman et al., 1993). This
could be due to the relationship between traits related to conscientiousness and health-related
behaviors. Activities such as excessive alcohol use, violence, and risky driving are negatively
related to these traits (Bogg & Roberts, 2004; Trull & Sher, 1994). Low conscientiousness (in
conjunction with high neuroticism) is related to anxiety, depression, and substance abuse
disorders (Kotov et al., 2010; Trull & Sher, 1994).
Openness to Experience
The final domain of the Big Five is openness to experience. John et al. (2008) state that
this domain “describes the depth, breadth, originality, and complexity of an individual’s mental
and experiential life” (John et al., 2008, p. 138). In other words, it encompasses several areas,
including intellectual interests (not necessarily intellectual ability), need for new experiences,
versatility, and creativity (McCrae & John, 1992). However, this domain is not understood so
simply. Of the domains within the Big Five, it is one of the most difficult to grasp (McCrae &
Costa, 1997) due to the considerable controversy about the definition of this domain (McCrae &
John, 1992). One such controversy is what the label of the domain should be. Some researchers
simply refer to it as “openness to experience” while others prefer “intellect.” There can be
misconceptions with simply using one label or another. The use of the term “intellect” denotes
cognitive abilities. One problem with using this label is that each domain of the Big Five is made
up of several traits. Using the term “intellect” could make the domain too narrow by explaining it
with one trait. Furthermore, this domain is not highly correlated with standard measures of
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intelligence (McCrae & Costa, 1997). The label that is chosen has implications for how it is
perceived. But no matter how this domain is labeled, it will be insufficient in communicating the
breadth of this domain (McCrae & Costa, 1997). The use of the label “openness to experience” is
vague and can be misunderstood by lay persons (John et al., 2008; McCrae & Costa, 1997).
Perhaps that is why some have chosen to combine two common labels into “openness/intellect”
(e.g., Barbaranelli, Caprara, Rabasca, & Pastorelli, 2003). Despite the difficulty in
conceptualizing this domain, there are several outcomes associated with it. Interestingly, in an
extensive overview of individual, interpersonal, and institutional outcomes related to each of the
Big Five, openness to experience was the only domain that did not reveal well-documented
interpersonal outcomes (e.g., peer acceptance or family relations; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006).
Outcomes related to openness to experience include personal characteristics such as creativity
(Feist, 1998; McCrae, 1987), substance abuse (Trull & Sher, 1994), and interest in art (Larson,
Rottinghaus, & Borgen, 2002).
Social Support and the Big Five
Taken together, the Big Five play a significant role throughout the lifespan. These
domains are related to intrapersonal factors such as anxiety, depression, self-esteem, coping
strategies, and substance abuse (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995; Kotov et al., 2010; Ozer & BenetMartinez, 2006; Trull & Sher, 1994). Furthermore, the domains are related to interpersonal
issues such as social status, social anxiety, conflict with peers, adolescents’ relationship with
their parents, and victimization (Anderson et al., 2001; Belsky et al., 2003; Jensen-Campbell &
Graziano, 2001; Meier et al., 2006; Naragon-Gainey et al., 2009; Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006).
As previously discussed, social support is also related to both interpersonal and intrapersonal
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outcomes. Given the buffering effects of social support (Stadler et al., 2010) and the general
benefits that adolescents can experience from social support (Demaray et al., 2005), it is
important to understand factors that might be related to perceived social support in adolescence.
As can be seen in the adult literature (e.g., Cukrowicz, Franzese, Thorp, Cheavens, & Lynch,
2008; Den Oudsten, Van Heck, Van der Steeg, Roukema, & De Vries, 2010; Russell, Booth,
Reed, & Laughlin, 1997; Swickert, Hittner, & Foster, 2010), a factor that all people bring to the
equation of perceived social support is personality. However, the relationship between perceived
social support and the Big Five in adolescence has only been investigated by a handful of
researchers. Furthermore, there is not a study that has investigated this topic as it pertains to
adolescents in the United States. Studies that have addressed this topic with adolescents outside
of the United States will now be discussed.
Extraversion is the domain that has consistently been shown to be related to social
support in adolescence and this relationship has been demonstrated across cultures. Koubekova’s
(2001) study demonstrated the relationship between extraversion and perceived social support in
Slovak adolescents. Heaven, Ciarrochi, Leeson, and Barkus (2013) showed that extraversion at
grade 10 predicted social support at grade 12 in Australian students. In two Chinese samples,
extraversion (or a similar construct) has been shown to be related to perceived social support
(Xia et al., 2012) and enacted social support (Li, Zou, & Zhao, 2005). However, high
extraversion does not necessarily equal higher levels of social support from all sources. For
example, one study investigated the relationship between perceived social support and the Big
Five within the context of family relationships in the Netherlands. The sample included families
with two adolescent children and two adults living in the home. Aspects of personality and social
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support were assessed three times over a two-year period. Perception of social support was
analyzed in terms of each family dyad (support was not measured outside of the family). The
researchers found that level of extraversion was important for perceiving social support from
their sibling but not from their parents (Branje et al., 2004). In another study involving German
students, personality was measured at age 12 and social support was measured at age 17. Results
showed that personality at age 12 predicted social support at age 17. Specifically, extraversion
predicted support from a best friend from class and a best friend outside of class but did not
predict support from parents. Concurrent correlations at age 17 showed that extraversion was
related to perceived support from class friends and nonclass friends but not from parents
(Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003). In a subsample of the participants assessed by Asendorpf and
van Aken, 17-year-olds reported their personality and social relationship quality with their
mother, their father, and best friend. An aspect of relationship quality was perceived social
support. The researchers found that extraversion was related to perceived social support from the
best friend but not from parents (Sturaro, Denissen, van Aken, & Asendorpf, 2008).
The second domain that has received a large amount of evidence is agreeableness. Branje
et al. (2004) found that social support was related to agreeableness for each familial relationship
an adolescent had (i.e., mother, father, and sibling). In a German sample, agreeableness was
related to support from mother, class friend, and a nonclass friend. Agreeableness was not a
significant factor in perceived support from father (Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003). However, a
later study involving a subsample of Asendorpf and van Aken’s participants found that
agreeableness was important for support from both parents, but not from best friend. Other
studies found that, in general, agreeableness (or a similar construct) is related to perceived
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support in Italian students (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2012), Chinese students (Xia et al., 2012), and
agreeableness at grade 10 predicts social support at grade 12 in Australian students (Heaven et
al., 2013).
Similar to agreeableness, conscientiousness was found to be an important factor in
perceiving social support from both parents and siblings (Branje et al., 2004). In another study,
conscientiousness at age 12 predicted social support at age 17 from father but not from mother or
peers (Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003) and it is related to support from father (Sturaro et al.,
2008). Li et al. (2005) found that conscientiousness is related to both enacted social support and
perceived social support. Other studies found that conscientiousness (or a similar construct) is
related to perceived social support when the sources of support are not distinguished (Di Fabio &
Kenny, 2012; Xia et al., 2012).
Comparatively, neuroticism and openness to experience have shown less consistency as
domains of personality related to social support. Openness to experience is related to perceived
support from siblings but not from parents. For the older sibling, neuroticism was negatively
related to perceived support from father and younger sibling. However, there was not a
significant relationship between neuroticism and perceived support from family members for the
younger sibling (Branje et al., 2004). Results from Asendorpf and van Aken’s (2003) study
showed a negative relationship between neuroticism and support from a nonclass friend but not
from parents or a class friend. When social support is not differentiated by source, openness to
experience (or a similar construct) may be related to perceived support (Li et al., 2005; Xia et al.,
2012) and neuroticism at grade 10 may predict social support at grade 12 (Heaven et al., 2013).
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The Current Study
Of the current literature on the relationship between social support and personality in
adolescence, some studies report global levels of social support rather than differentiating
between sources (e.g., Di Fabio & Kenny, 2012; Heaven et al., 2013; Xia et al., 2012). In one
study, the researchers examined support from family members (mother, father, and sibling) but
did not investigate support from outside the family (Branje et al., 2004). Asendorpf and van
Aken (2003) examined the relationship between perceived support and personality in
relationships with parents, a friend from class, and a friend outside of class. However, they did
not include teacher support in their analysis. In fact, no study has examined the relationship
between personality and teacher support. Given the important outcomes that are linked to support
from a variety of sources, more research is needed to assess support from important sources in
the lives of adolescents. Furthermore, the number of studies that examine the relationship
between social support and the Big Five in adolescents is modest and does not include a sample
from the United States. The current study assessed the relationship of perceived social support
(from parents, a close friend, classmates, and teachers) and the Big Five in a sample of
adolescents in the United States.
Research Question 1
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived parental
support in a United States adolescent sample of students? Evidence suggests that parent support
is relatively similar for most adolescents, with moderate to high levels of support from parents
regardless of student sex. Although parent support tends to decrease in relation to support from
peers as children age, there are relatively few differences found between known groups in level
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of parent support within adolescence (Bokhorst et al., 2010; Demaray & Malecki, 2002a;
Malecki & Elliott, 1999). In non-U.S. samples, it has been found that agreeableness and
conscientiousness are related to support from mother, father, or both (Asendorpf & van Aken,
2003; Branje et al., 2004; Sturaro et al., 2008). Therefore, it is predicted that agreeableness and
conscientiousness will be significantly related to perceived parental social support and it is
predicted that extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience will not be related to
perceived parental support.
Research Question 2
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived close
friend support in a United States adolescent sample of students? Several personality variables
could be related to close friend support. For example, positive emotionality is a trait included
within the domain of extraversion (John et al., 2008). Those high in neuroticism report more
interpersonal conflicts when compared to those low in neuroticism (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995).
Additionally, agreeableness is often associated with getting along with others (Graziano &
Eisenburg, 1997). Researchers using non-U.S. samples of adolescents found extraversion,
agreeableness, and neuroticism to be related to close friend support (Asendorpf & van Aken,
2003; Sturaro et al., 2008). Therefore, it is predicted that extraversion and agreeableness will be
positively related to close friend support and neuroticism will be negatively related to perceived
close friend support and it is predicted that openness to experience and conscientiousness will
not be significantly related to perceived close friend support.
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Research Question 3
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived
classmate support in a United States adolescent sample of students? Extraversion includes traits
such as sociability and positive emotionality (John et al., 2008). Furthermore, extraversion is
related to social status and popularity (Anderson et al., 2001; Jensen-Campbell et al., 2002).
These factors could be important when considering classmate support. In a non-U.S. sample,
extraversion was related to support from friends within the students’ class (Asendorpf et al.,
2003). In most studies that have investigated the relationship between personality and social
support in adolescents, agreeableness is significantly related to perceived support (Branje et al.,
2004; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2012; Heaven et al., 2013; Sturaro et al., 2008). Asendorpf and van
Aken (2003) found a significant relationship between agreeableness and perceived support from
a friend in class. Therefore, it is predicted that extraversion and agreeableness will be related to
perceived classmate support and it is predicted that neuroticism, openness to experience, and
conscientiousness will not be related to perceived classmate support.
Research Question 4
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived teacher
support in a United States adolescent sample of students? The relationship between teacher
support and personality in adolescents has not been investigated in either U.S. or non-U.S.
populations. However, predictions can be made based on personality research and studies that
have investigated this relationship from other sources. Conscientiousness is associated with
factors that are valued in a classroom setting. These include impulse control, honesty,
dependability, and social conformity (Hogan & Ones, 1997; John et al., 2008). These traits could
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influence the way the adolescent behaves and how the teacher responds to the student. This, in
turn, can influence the student’s perception of how much support the teacher provides. A second
important personality domain is agreeableness. This domain is closely related to positive
interpersonal relationships and is important in social support from other sources (Asendorpf &
van Aken, 2003; Branje et al., 2004; Graziano & Eisenberg, 1997; Sturaro et al., 2008). Also,
both agreeableness and conscientiousness are related to support from other important adults:
parents (Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003; Branje et al., 2004; Sturaro et al., 2008). It is predicted
that agreeableness and conscientiousness will be related to perceived teacher support and it is
predicted that extraversion, neuroticism, and openness to experience will not be significantly
related to perceived teacher support.

CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY
Participants
The sample in the current study was comprised of 892 students in grades 7 and 8 from
one suburban middle school in Illinois. Of these students, 429 were female (48%) and 464 were
in the seventh grade (52%). The most prevalent ethnicity was White (n=714, 80%), followed by
Hispanic (n=84, 9.4%) and African American (n=36, 4%). Additionally, 502 of the current
sample received free or reduced lunch (56.2%). Demographic characteristics of the study
participants are presented in Table 1.
Measures
Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki, Demaray, & Elliott, 2000)
The Child and Adolescent Social Support Scale (CASSS; Malecki, Demaray, & Elliot, 2000) is a
60-item self-report measure that measures perceived social support in children and adolescents in
grades 3 through 12. It uses five subscales to measure perceived social support from different
sources: parent, teacher, classmate, close friend, and school. For each subscale, there are 12
items. These 12 items are intended to measure the four different types of social support outlined
by Tardy (1985): emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal support. An example of
an item on the CASSS is, “My close friend sticks up for me if others are treating me badly.”
Students are asked to rate how often each item occurs using a 6-point scale ranging from Never
(1) to Always (6). They are also asked to rate how important each item is to them on a 3-point
Likert scale ranging from Not Important (1) to Very Important (3). Only the frequency scale was
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Table 1
Demographic Information for Total Sample and by Sex
Total Sample
N
892

% Total Sample
--

Female

429

48.1%

Male

463

51.9%

7th Grade

464

52.0%

8th Grade

428

48.0%

Asian

21

2.4%

Black

36

4.0%

Hispanic

84

9.4%

Indian/Alaskan Native

5

0.6%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

1

0.1%

Two or More Races

31

3.5%

White

714

80.0%

Free/Reduced Lunch

502

56.3%

Total

used for the present study. Additionally, only the parent, teacher, classmate, and close friend
subscales were used.
Scores determining the frequency of perceived social support from each source (i.e.,
parent, teacher, classmate, close friend, or school) can be determined by summing the responses
from an individual subscale (scores can range from 12 to 72). To obtain a Total Frequency score,
researchers can sum all of the responses across all of the scales (total support scores can range
from 60 to 360). Similarly, scores determining importance of perceived social support from each
source can be determined by summing the score for each subscale (scores can range from 12 to
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36) and summing the subscales together to obtain a Total Importance score (scores can range
from 60 to 180).
Evidence of reliability and validity for the CASSS was determined using data from
multiple samples of middle-school students (grades 5 through 8 with 903 students) and a highschool sample (grades 9 through 12 with 257 students). The reliability of the CASSS was
determined by internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Coefficient alphas ranged from .96
to .97 for Total Frequency and .96 to .97 for Total Importance. Coefficient alphas from
Frequency subscales ranged from .90 to .96 and .88 to .96 for Importance subscales. Eight- to
ten-week test-retest reliability for Total Frequency ranged from .75 to .78, .58 to .74 for
Frequency subscales and .45-.65 for Importance subscales (Malecki et al., 2000). Rueger,
Malecki, and Demaray (2010) furthered the psychometric evidence for the CASSS with another
middle-school sample (grades 7 and 8 with 636 students). Coefficient alphas for the Frequency
subscales ranged from .89 to .93. Information for test-retest reliability was obtained from a
subsample (n = 47) within two months. The correlations ranged from .38 to .81. Validity was
measured using other social support measures. The correlation between the CASSS Total score
and the Social Support Scale for Children (SSSC; Harter, 1985) Total score was significant
(r=.56, p<.001). Similarly, the correlation between the CASSS Total score and the Social
Support Appraisals Scale (SSAS; Dubow & Ullman, 1989) Total score was also significant
(r=.55, p<.001).
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Big Five Questionnaire for Children (BFQ-C; Barbaranelli, Caprara, Rabasca, & Pastorelli,
2003)
The Big Five Questionnaire for Children (BFQ-C; Barbaranelli et al., 2003) is a 65-item
self-report measure of personality. It has five subscales to measure core elements of the domains
of the five-factor model of personality (i.e., the Big Five): Energy/Extraversion, Agreeableness,
Conscientiousness, Emotional Instability (i.e., Neuroticism), and Intellect/Openness to
Experience. The BFQ-C measures the Big Five with 13 short phrases for each trait. The original
version of the BFQ-C was written in Italian. For the present study, an English translation
developed by Gaio (2011) was used. An example of an item that measures Energy/Extraversion
is, “I like to talk with others.” An example Agreeableness item is, “I think other people are good
and honest.” Conscientiousness is measured by items such as, “I concentrate on my work in
class.” “I get nervous for silly things” is an example of an item that measures Emotional
Instability and “I would like very much to travel and learn about other countries” measures
Intellect/Openness to Experience. Participants are to read and rate each statement on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from Almost Never (1) to Almost Always (5).
The BFQ-C was developed to measure the Big Five specifically in children. Behaviorally
oriented phrases were developed from a number of teacher- and parent-identified trait adjectives.
These trait adjectives were developed into short phrases and resulted in the 65-item self-report
measure (Barbaranelli et al., 2003). Muris, Meesters, and Diederen (2005) report psychometric
information from a sample of 222 young Dutch adolescents ranging in age from 12 to 17 years
old. The reliability of the BFQ-C was determined by internal consistency. Coefficient alphas for
Energy/Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Instability, and
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Intellect/Openness to Experience were .78, .80, .74, .83, and .71, respectively. In a separate
study, test-retest reliability ranged from .62 (Agreeableness) to .85 (Conscientiousness) after a
week (del Barrio et al., 2006).
Big Five Inventory (BFI; John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991; John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008)
The Big Five Inventory (BFI; John et al., 1991, 2008) is a 44-item self-report measure of
personality. It has five subscales to measure core elements of the Big Five: Extraversion,
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience. The BFI uses
short phrases that are written at a fifth-grade reading level. Each subscale has between eight and
ten items. An example of an item that measures Extraversion is, “Is full of energy.” An example
Agreeableness item is, “Has a forgiving nature.” Conscientiousness is measured by items such
as, “Perseveres until the task is finished.” “Worries a lot” is an example of an item that measures
Neuroticism and “Likes to reflect, play with ideas” measures Openness to Experience.
Participants are to read each statement and rate how much the item describes them using a 5point Likert scale ranging from Disagree Strongly (1) to Agree Strongly (5).
John, Naumann, and Soto (2008) report psychometric information from a dataset
collected by Soto and John (2009) consisting of 829 undergraduate students. The reliability of
the BFI was determined by internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Coefficient alphas for
Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience were
.86, .79, .82, .87, and .83, respectively (overall coefficient alpha was .83). Six- to eight-week
test-retest reliability was .84 (Soto & John, 2009). Fossati, Borroni, Marchione, and Maffei
(2011) provided information on the internal consistency for Italian high-school students ranging
in age from 14 to 19. Coefficient alphas averaged .81 and ranged from .76 (Agreeableness) to .86
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(Extraversion). John, Naumann, and Soto also reported the overall discriminant correlation
between the scales at .20. Convergent validity was determined by examining the correlations
between the BFI and other Big Five instruments. There was a strong correlation between scales
on the BFI and the NEO Personality Inventory-Revised (mean r=.77; Costa & McCrae, 1992).
Similarly, there was also a strong correlation between the BFI and a 40-item version of
Goldberg’s (1992) Trait Descriptive Adjectives (mean r=.80).
Procedure
Data were collected as part of an all-school evaluation at a suburban middle school in
Illinois. As part of the all-school evaluation, passive parental consent was utilized. Participants
completed a survey packet containing seven surveys during their Physical Education class over a
two-day period. On the first day of data collection, the CASSS (Malecki et al., 2000), BFQ-C
(Barbaranelli et al., 2003), parts of the Behavior Assessment Scale for Children, Second Edition
(Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2004), a demographic questionnaire, and the Children’s Social
Experience Questionnaire (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996) were administered. On the second day of
data collection, the CASSS-A (Nowakowska, 2014), Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
(DiPerna & Elliott, 2000), and the BFI (John et al., 1991, 2008) were administered. Data across
the two days were matched via student identification numbers. Graduate and undergraduate
students from Northern Illinois University administered the questionnaire and answered
participants’ questions. After deidentification of the data, approval from the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) at Northern Illinois University was approved.
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Proposed Analyses
Means and standard deviations were run for each study variable. A confirmatory factor
analysis and internal consistency were conducted to determine which personality measure would
be used in the primary analyses. Sex and grade differences in perceived social support and selfreported personality domains were investigated. It was determined that if sex and/or grade were
factors that should be considered when examining the relationships among key variables, these
would be included as control variables in the main analyses. Finally, correlations among the Big
Five domains were examined. The data were screened for outliers and assumptions of normality
prior to the analysis of the primary research questions.
Research Question 1
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived parental
support in a United States adolescent sample of students? It was predicted that agreeableness and
conscientiousness would be significantly related to parental social support. Extraversion,
neuroticism, and openness to experience were not expected to be related to parental support. A
multiple simultaneous regression analysis was conducted with the five personality domains
(extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience) as
predictors and perceived parental support as the outcome variable.
Research Question 2
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived close
friend support in a United States adolescent sample of students? It was predicted that
extraversion and agreeableness would be positively related to close friend support and
neuroticism would be negatively related to close friend support. Openness to experience and
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conscientiousness were not expected to be significantly related to close friend support. A
multiple simultaneous regression analysis was conducted with the five personality domains
(extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience) as
predictors and perceived close friend support as the outcome variable.
Research Question 3
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived
classmate support in a United States adolescent sample of students? It was predicted that
extraversion and agreeableness would be related to perceived classmate support. It was predicted
that neuroticism, openness to experience, and conscientiousness would not be related to
classmate support. A multiple simultaneous regression analysis was conducted with the five
personality domains (extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to
experience) as predictors and perceived classmate support as the outcome variable.
Research Question 4
How do students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains relate to perceived teacher
support in a United States adolescent sample of students? It was predicted that agreeableness and
conscientiousness would be related to teacher support. It was predicted that extraversion,
neuroticism, and openness to experience would not be significantly related to teacher support. A
multiple simultaneous regression analysis was conducted with the five personality domains
(extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, openness to experience) as
predictors and perceived teacher support as the outcome variable.
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Missing Data
In the current sample, there was a large proportion of missing data. The CASSS had 9.6%
missing data, the BFQ-C had 18.5% missing data, and the BFI had 37.3% missing data. The
confirmatory factor analyses were completed using Amos 7.0 (Arbuckle, 2006) and the
remaining analyses were completed using the Mplus statistical software, 5th version (Muthén &
Muthén, 1998-2009). Both programs utilize maximum likelihood estimation. This method uses
the non-missing data to estimate parameter values. Furthermore, this is an effective technique
when running analyses with missing data (Baraldi & Enders, 2010).

CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses
The data met the assumptions of regression. All predictor variables other than sex and
grade were continuous. Durbin-Watson statistic ranged from 1.918 to 2.117. This indicates
independence of observations. Multicollinearity was not an issue since the variance inflation
factors were below 2.5. To detect univariate outliers, standardized scores were examined. Values
in excess of 3.29 were considered outliers (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). It was found that there
were nine univariate outliers. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), “…with a very large
N, a few standardized scores in excess of 3.29 are expected” (p. 73). Therefore, these data were
not transformed to account for the univariate outliers. The assumption of homoscedacity was
evaluated by plotting the standardized predicted values against the standardized residuals. The
plots revealed a random spread of data points, indicating homoscedacity.
Descriptive information for demographic information is presented in Table 2. Means and
standard deviations are reported for each study variable. The degree of fit for the BFI (John et al.,
1991; John et al., 2008) and the BFQ-C (Barbaranelli et al., 2003) with the present sample were
investigated via confirmatory factor analyses. Given the large sample size, χ² was expected to be
large and statistically significant, indicating an inappropriate index to determine model fit in the
present study (Raykov & Marcoulides, 2000). Therefore, fit indices that are less sensitive to
sample size were used. These included the normed chi-square fit index, comparative fit index,

Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Study Variables
Total
M

Boys
SD

M

Girls
SD

M

SD

Perceived Social Support
Parent
52.93
13.18
53.68
13.15
52.14
13.16
Teacher
52.50
12.87
52.11
13.28
52.92
12.41
Classmate
43.90
13.86
44.40
14.01
43.37
13.68
Close Friend
58.50
13.59
55.61
14.61
61.49
11.73
Personality
Energy/Extraversion
48.72
8.69
49.56
8.80
47.89
8.51
Agreeableness
47.08
8.94
46.52
8.96
47.64
8.88
Conscientiousness
47.00
9.03
46.84
8.77
47.16
9.28
Emotional Instability
38.33
9.58
36.93
9.23
39.75
9.69
Intellect/Openness
45.21
8.24
45.89
7.99
44.54
8.42
th
th
Note. Total N=892 (Male n=463, Female n=429; 7 Grade n=464. 8 Grade n=428)

7th Grade
M
SD

8th Grade
M
SD

53.46
54.51
44.08
59.28

12.33
11.76
13.85
12.79

52.37
50.30
43.70
57.53

14.02
13.63
13.87
14.36

49.72
47.81
47.40
38.00
45.44

8.62
8.69
8.91
9.28
8.34

47.74
46.27
46.57
38.60
45.04

8.65
9.12
9.13
9.87
8.12
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and root mean square error of approximation. Predetermined criteria were used to determine
acceptable fit (comparative fit index of .90 or greater; RMSEA of .08 or less; χ²/df value of three
or less; Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Kline, 1998). The model tested for each of the personality
measures was the presumed five-factor structure of the Big Five. Results indicate that neither
measure met the predetermined criteria for good fit. For example, the value of the comparative
fit index for the BFQ-C indicated that the model used demonstrated a 72% better fit than the null
model (Kline, 1998). With that said, the BFQ-C demonstrated better fit than the BFI. Values are
presented in Table 3. For the domains of extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
neuroticism, and openness to experience, Cronbach’s alphas on the BFI were .63, .76, .73, .73,
and .67, respectively; values on the BFQ-C were .83, .87, .86, .82, and .78, respectively.
Subsequent analyses were conducted using the BFQ-C.
Sex and grade-level differences in the perception of social support were investigated
using four multiple linear regressions. Sex and grade level were used as dummy-coded variables
(female=0, male=1; 7th grade=0, 8th grade=1) and the four sources of support (parent, teacher,
close friend, classmate) were used as dependent variables. See Table 4 for Sex and Grade by
Source of Support regression results. Results indicate that girls perceived significantly more
support from close friends than boys (β=-.214, p=.001) and seventh graders perceived
significantly more support from teachers than eighth graders (β=-.163, p=.015). Grade and sex
only accounted for a small portion of the variance in perceived support from teachers (R2=.028)
and from close friends (R2=.050).
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Table 3
Confirmatory Factor Analyses Results
Measure
χ²
df
χ²/df
CFI
RMSEA
BFI
5032.14*
892
5.64
.58
.07
BFQ-C
7059.62*
2005
3.52
.72
.05
Notes. RMSEA: Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI: Comparative fit index.
*p<.001.
Table 4
Regressions with Sex and Grade in Relation to CASSS Subscales
B

SE B
.021
.186
0.060
0.035
-0.043
0.035

R2
0.005

Sig.
Perceived Parent Support
.017
0.295 .208
Sex
0.086
Grade
0.217
Perceived Teacher Support
0.028*
0.015
Sex
-0.026
0.035
0.454
Grade
-0.163**
0.034
0.001
Perceived Classmate Support
0.002
0.578
Sex
0.037
0.035
0.296
Grade
-0.014
0.035
0.685
Perceived Close Friend Support
0.050**
0.001
Sex
-0.214**
0.033
0.001
Grade
-0.056
0.034
0.100
th
th
Note. Sex and grade were dummy coded (1=Male, 0=Female; 1=8 grade, 0=7 grade);
*p<0.05; ** p<0.01
Sex and grade-level differences in self-ratings of personality were investigated using four
multiple linear regressions. Sex and grade level were used as dummy-coded variables and the
five personality domains (emotional instability, energy/extraversion, intellect/openness to
experience, conscientiousness, agreeableness) were used as dependent variables. See Table 5 for
Sex and Grade by Personality Domain regression results. Results indicate that girls reported
significantly lower levels of energy/extraversion (β=.099, p=.049) and significantly higher levels
of emotional instability (β=-.148, p=.034) than boys. Also, seventh graders reported significantly
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Table 5
Regressions with Sex and Grade in Relation to BFQ-C Subscales
B

SE B
.021
.186
0.099**
0.036
-0.104**
0.036

R2
0.020*

Sig.
Energy/Extraversion
.017
0.049 .208
Sex
0.006
Grade
0.004
Agreeableness
0.009
0.185
Sex
-0.062
0.036
0.087
Grade
-0.071
0.036
0.051
Conscientiousness
0.002
0.586
Sex
-0.018
0.037
0.627
Grade
-0.035
0.037
0.339
Emotional Instability
0.023*
0.034
Sex
-0.148**
0.036
0.001
Grade
0.036
0.036
0.314
Intellect/Openness
0.007
0.248
Sex
0.082
0.036
0.024
Grade
-0.020
0.036
0.581
th
th
Note. Sex and grade were dummy coded (1=Male, 0=Female; 1=8 grade, 0=7 grade);
*p<0.05; ** p<0.01
higher levels of energy/extraversion than eighth graders (β=-.104, p=.049). Grade and sex only
accounted for a small portion of the variance in energy/extraversion (R2=.020) and emotional
instability (R2=.023). Correlations between each Big Five personality domain for the total sample
and for boys and girls separately were calculated to further investigate the relationship among
these domains. See Table 6 and Table 7 for correlations between these domains.
Based on the results of the preliminary analyses and previous research, sex was included
as a control variable in the subsequent analyses.
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Table 6
Correlations Between BFQ-C Subscales
1. Emotional Instability
2. Energy/Extraversion
3. Intellect/Openness to
Experience
4. Conscientiousness
5. Agreeableness
Note: **p<.01

1
-.142**
-.050

2

3

4

5

.471**

-

-.181**
-.220**

.548**
.601**

.628**
.548**

.696**

-

3
.102*
.508**
-

4
-.075
.603**
.624**

5
-.127**
.669**
.563**

Table 7
Correlations Between BFQ-C Subscales by Sex
1
-.139**
-.160**

2
-.118*
.426**

1. Emotional Instability
2. Energy/Extraversion
3. Intellect/Openness to
Experience
4. Conscientiousness
-.281**
.504**
.635**
.694**
5. Agreeableness
-.328**
.552**
.548**
.699**
Note: Values below the diagonal correspond to young women (n=429) and values above
correspond to young men (n=463); *p<.05; **p<.01
Research Question 1
The relationship between students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains and
perceived parental support was investigated with a multiple regression analysis. The five

personality domains were entered as predictors, sex was entered as a moderator, and perceived
parental support was entered as the outcome variable. See Table 8 for results of the regression
analyses.
The regression involving perceived parent support was significant. Energy/extraversion
and conscientiousness were both positively related to perceived parent support (β=.190, p<.001,
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Table 8
Regression with Perceived Parent Support in Relation to the BFQ-C Subscales
B

SE B
Perceived Parent Support
.021
.186
Sex
0.004
0.260
Energy/Extraversion
0.190**
0.054
Agreeableness
0.064
0.066
Conscientiousness
0.219**
0.065
Emotional Instability
-0.198**
0.045
Intellect/Openness
0.108
0.056
Sex X Energy/Extraversion
0.077
0.238
Sex X Agreeableness
0.230
0.256
Sex X Conscientiousness
-0.032
0.257
Sex X Emotional Instability
0.090
0.132
Sex X Intellect/Openness
-0.354
0.236
Note. Sex was dummy coded (1=Male, 0=Female); * p<0.05; ** p<0.01

R2
0.305**

Sig.
.017
<.001 .208
0.986
<.001
0.332
0.001
<.001
0.052
0.748
0.368
0.900
0.494
0.134

β=.219, p<.001, respectively). Emotional instability was negatively related to perceived parent
support (β=-.198, p<.001). Together, the personality domains explained a large portion of the
variance in perceived parent support (R2=.305).
Research Question 2
The relationship between students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains and
perceived close friend support was investigated with a multiple regression analysis. The five
personality domains were entered as predictors, sex was entered as a moderator, and perceived
close friend support was entered as the outcome variable. See Table 9 for results of the
regression analyses.
The regression involving perceived close friend support was significant and a significant
interaction was found. The sex by energy/extraversion interaction was significantly and
positively related to perceived close friend support (β=.585, p=.018). An additional regression
analysis was performed to identify the simple slope of the relationship between
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energy/extraversion and perceived close friend support (β=.343, p<.001). Figure 1 displays a
graphical representation of this interaction. No sex differences were found between the other
personality domains and perceived close friend support. Agreeableness was positively related to
perceived close friend support (β=.210, p<.001). Together, the personality domains explained a
large portion of the variance in perceived close friend support (R2=.254).
Table 9
Regression with Perceived Close Friend Support in Relation to the BFQ-C Subscales
SE B
Perceived Close Friend Support
.071
.072
Sex
-0.712**
0.270
Energy/Extraversion
0.143*
0.056
Agreeableness
0.210**
0.068
Conscientiousness
-0.016
0.068
Emotional Instability
0.025
0.047
Intellect/Openness
0.043
0.058
Sex X Energy/Extraversion
0.585*
0.247
Sex X Agreeableness
0.074
0.266
Sex X Conscientiousness
0.071
0.267
Sex X Emotional Instability
-0.159
0.138
Sex X Intellect/Openness
-0.064
0.246
Note. Sex was dummy coded (1=Male, 0=Female); * p<0.05; ** p<0.01

R2
0.254**

Sig.
.030
<.001 .254
0.008
0.010
0.002
0.810
0.593
0.461
0.018
0.781
0.790
0.249
0.795

Perceived Close Friend Support

B

Energy/Extraversion
Figure 1. The Interaction Effect of Sex and Energy/Extraversion on Perceived Close Friend
Support
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Research Question 3
The relationship between students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains and
perceived classmate support was investigated with a multiple regression analysis. The five
personality domains were entered as predictors, sex was entered as a moderator, and perceived
classmate support was entered as the outcome variable. See Table 10 for results of the regression
analyses.
The regression involving perceived classmate support was significant.
Energy/extraversion and agreeableness were both positively related to perceived classmate
support (β=.316, p<.001, β=.313, p<.001, respectively). Emotional instability was negatively
related to perceived classmate support (β=-.154, p<.001). Together, the personality domains
explained a large portion of the variance in perceived classmate support (R2=.319).

Table 10
Regression with Perceived Classmate Support in Relation to the BFQ-C Subscales
B

SE B
Perceived Classmate Support
.056
.125
Sex
-0.110
0.257
Energy/Extraversion
0.316**
0.053
Agreeableness
0.313**
0.065
Conscientiousness
-0.069
0.065
Emotional Instability
-0.154**
0.044
Intellect/Openness
-0.008
0.055
Sex X Energy/Extraversion
0.254
0.235
Sex X Agreeableness
-0.295
0.252
Sex X Conscientiousness
0.142
0.254
Sex X Emotional Instability
0.058
0.131
Sex X Intellect/Openness
-0.041
0.234
Note. Sex was dummy coded (1=Male, 0=Female); * p<0.05; ** p<0.01

R2
0.319**

Sig.
.027
<.001 .280
0.668
<.001
<.001
0.288
0.001
0.879
0.281
0.242
0.577
0.660
0.862
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Research Question 4
The relationship between students’ self-reported Big Five personality domains and
perceived teacher support was investigated with a multiple regression analysis. The five
personality domains were entered as predictors, sex was entered as a moderator, and perceived
teacher support was entered as the outcome variable. See Table 11 for results of the regression
analyses.
The regression involving perceived teacher support was significant. Agreeableness and
conscientiousness were both positively related to perceived teacher support (β=.173, p<.001,
β=.216, p<.001, respectively) and emotional instability was negatively related to perceived
teacher support (β=-.120, p<.001). Together, the personality domains explained a large portion of
the variance in perceived teacher support (R2=.236).

Table 11
Regression with Perceived Teacher Support in Relation to the BFQ-C Subscales
B

SE B

Perceived Teacher Support
Sex
-0.381
0.271
Energy/Extraversion
-0.032
0.056
Agreeableness
0.173*
0.069
Conscientiousness
0.216**
0.068
Emotional Instability
-0.120*
0.047
Intellect/Openness
0.087
0.058
Sex X Energy/Extraversion
0.157
0.248
Sex X Agreeableness
0.370
0.267
Sex X Conscientiousness
-0.193
0.268
Sex X Emotional Instability
0.044
0.138
Sex X Intellect/Openness
-0.020
0.248
Note. Sex was dummy coded (1=Male, 0=Female); * p<0.05; ** p<0.01

R2
0.236**

Sig.
<.001
0.160
0.572
0.012
0.002
0.010
0.135
0.528
0.165
0.472
0.752
0.936

CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
Preliminary Analyses
The current study explored the relationship between perceived social support and
personality in a sample of adolescents in the United States. First, several preliminary analyses
were conducted. It was determined that the BFQ-C (Barbaranelli et al., 2003) demonstrated
better overall fit than the BFI (John et al., 1991; John et al., 2008) within the current sample.
Several sex and grade differences were found in levels of perceived social support from various
sources and also self-reported personality domains. More specifically, girls perceived more
support from close friends and reported lower levels of extraversion and higher levels of
neuroticism when compared to boys. Previous research has found that girls perceive more
support from close friends, classmates, and teachers but not from parents (Bokhorst et al., 2010;
Demaray & Malecki, 2002a; Rueger et al., 2010) and that girls typically score higher than boys
in the domain of neuroticism (Lehmann et al., 2013; Soto, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2011). Also,
seventh-grade students perceived more support from teachers and higher levels of extraversion
than eighth-grade students. One study found similar results with middle-school students
perceiving more support from teachers when compared to high-school students but no significant
difference in perceived support from parents, close friends, and classmates (Bokhorst et al.,
2010). Regarding personality and grade, previous research has shown mixed findings, with some
finding that extraversion increased with age (Klimstra et al., 2009), others finding that it
decreased with age (Lehmann et al., 2013), and still others finding that extraversion did not
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change with age (Soto et al., 2011). The other personality domains have shown similarly mixed
results in previous research, with a possible exception of neuroticism decreasing with age
(Klimstra et al., 2009; Lehmann et al., 2013; Soto et al., 2011). Also, the negative relationship
between neuroticism and each of the other domains (with the exception of openness to
experience) was consistent with previous research. However, the positive relationship between
each of the other domains was not consistent with previous research (Allik et al., 2004; Judge,
Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999). Results from the current study and from previous research
indicate the importance of including sex as a control variable. Age was not included as a control
variable due to the restricted range in the current sample.
Primary Analyses
Exploration into the relationship between the Big Five personality domains and perceived
social support from various sources found a significant relationship between each personality
domain and at least two sources of social support (with the exception of openness to experience,
which had no significant relationships to perceived social support). Previous research has found
that overall level of perceived support, perceived support from classmates, and perceived support
from close friends are related to extraversion while perceived parent support is not (Asendorpf &
van Aken, 2003; Branje et al., 2004; Heaven et al., 2013; Koubekova, 2001; Sturaro et al., 2008;
Xia et al., 2012). Likewise, it was predicted that extraversion would be related to perceived
support from close friends and classmates but not from parents or teachers. The results from the
current study were partially consistent with previous research and predictions. Extraversion was
significantly and positively related to perceived support from each source, with the exception of
a nonsignificant relationship with perceived teacher support. It should be noted that sex
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moderated the relationship between extraversion and perceived close friend support. The
relationship between extraversion and close friend support was significant and positive for both
boys and girls, but the relationship was stronger for boys than for girls.
In their study, Asendorpf and van Aken (2003) suggest that the relationship between
extraversion and perceived social support from peers could be explained by the fact that
relationships with peers must be constructed. On the other hand, they suggested that the
nonsignificant findings between extraversion and perceived parent support could be due to the
view that the relationship with parents is natural and does not require construction. Implicit
within this argument is that one’s personality relates to how the person behaves, which in turn
relates to how others interact with this person and how much support that person provides. This
explanation and its implications are easily understood. However, in the current study,
extraversion was also related to perceived parent support. The traits associated with extraversion
as reported by Barbaranelli et al. (2003) are activity, enthusiasm, assertiveness, and selfconfidence. While these traits would fit well with “constructing” social relationships in that peers
might value these traits and the behaviors associated with them, it does not explain why parents
might provide more support to their extraverted children. Perhaps extraverted children act in
such a way that elicits more support from their parents. Children low in extraversion may be
more withdrawn, leading to lower parent/child interaction and lower amounts of social support.
The nonsignificant relationship between extraversion and perceived teacher support could be due
to the nature of the teacher/student relationship. As a teacher interacts with the class,
characteristics of high or low student extraversion may not elicit additional supportive behavior
from the teacher.
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A consistent finding in previous research is the positive relationship between
agreeableness and overall levels of perceived social support (Di Fabio & Kenny, 2012; Xia et al.,
2012). When previous research has examined the relationship between agreeableness and
particular sources of support, a reliable finding has been the positive relationship between this
domain and perceived support from mothers (Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003; Branje et al., 2004;
Sturaro et al., 2008). A less consistent but still significant finding is the positive relationship
between agreeableness and perceived social support from fathers and peers (Asendorpf & van
Aken, 2003; Sturaro et al., 2008). In the current study, it was predicted that agreeableness would
be positively related to each source of support. This was partially supported by the findings of
the current study. That is, agreeableness was positively related to perceived support from
teachers, classmates, and close friends.
Agreeableness, as measured by the BFQ-C, involves a mindfulness and sensitivity toward
the needs of others. Indeed, Jensen-Campbell et al. (2002) suggest that individuals high in
agreeableness act in such a way that others perceive more support from them. Also, these
individuals may make an active effort to maintain a positive relationship with others. These
students might also react more positively to the behavior of others (Branje et al., 2004).
Therefore, the significant relationship between agreeableness and perceived support from three
of the four sources could be a product of the effort of the agreeable student. That is, the support
that this student provides to others may be reciprocated by those individuals. The lack of a
significant relationship between perceived parent support and agreeableness could be a product
of the method used to measure perceived parent support. Whereas previous research
differentiated between mothers and fathers, the current study combined the two. It is possible
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that if this delineation were made, there would have been a significant relationship between
agreeableness and perceived support from mothers (or fathers). An alternative explanation for
this finding is that the parent-child relationship has different expectations and roles than a child
has with other sources of support. That is, parents are the ones who are typically expected to be
caring, sensitive, and provide for the needs of their children. As a result of this unique
relationship, a child who is not mindful and sensitive to the needs of their parents might not
receive less support because this is an unsurprising component of the relationship. On the other
hand, if this same child is not agreeable with other sources of support, this might be unexpected
and these sources might actually be less supportive of a non-agreeable student.
Overall levels of perceived social support have also been found to be positively related to
conscientiousness (or a similar construct; Di Fabio & Kenny, 2012; Xia et al., 2012). Branje et
al. (2004) found conscientiousness to be positively related to perceived support from family
members. Likewise, Asendorpf and van Aken (2003) found this relationship for both parents but
not from close friends inside or outside the classroom. Similar to the findings of previous
research, it was predicted that conscientiousness would be positively related to perceived support
from parents and teachers but not from classmates or close friends. Findings from the current
study supported these predictions.
This is the only personality domain in the current study with a clear distinction between
perceived support from adults and perceived support from other children. The traits associated
with conscientiousness as measured by the BFQ-C are dependability, orderliness, and precision
(Barbaranelli et al., 2003). Parents and teachers may value this dependability, orderliness, and
the outcomes associated with high levels of conscientiousness (e.g., GPA, honesty; Hogan &
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Ones, 1997; Wagerman & Funder, 2007) more than peers value these traits. As a result, parents
and teachers may treat conscientious and non-conscientious students differently, whereas peers
might not treat the individual differently based on level of conscientiousness.
The relationship between neuroticism and perceived social support is less clear than other
domains. One study found that for the older sibling, neuroticism was negatively related to
perceived social support from their younger siblings and their father, but there was not a
significant relationship between neuroticism and perceived support from the mother. For the
younger sibling, neuroticism was not significantly related to perceived social support from
sibling or either parent (Branje et al., 2004). Another study found that perceived social support
from a nonclass friend was negatively related to neuroticism but not related to perceived support
from parents or a class friend (Asendorpf & van Aken, 2003). These findings suggest that
neuroticism might have a more complicated relationship with interpersonal factors than the other
personality domains. The results of the current study were inconsistent with my predictions. It
was predicted that neuroticism would be negatively related to perceived close friend support and
unrelated to the other sources of support. Results from the current study showed a nonsignificant
relationship between neuroticism and perceived close friend support and a negative relationship
with perceived support from each of the other sources.
The negative relationship between neuroticism and perceived support from multiple
sources is not surprising considering those high in neuroticism report experiencing more
interpersonal conflicts (Bolger & Zuckerman, 1995) and poorer relationships with their parents
(Belsky et al., 2003). Sources of support may avoid providing significant levels of support due to
how the neurotic individual behaves. However, this does not explain why neuroticism is not
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significantly related to perceived support from close friends. One possible explanation for this
nonsignificant relationship is the nature of the relationships each source of support has with the
individual. This is the one relationship out of the four measured that is chosen by the students
themselves. The fact that the student considers this person a close friend suggests that this person
is accepting of their neurotic tendencies. If the close friend were not accepting of these
tendencies, then this relationship might be abandoned and no longer be considered a close friend.
On the other hand, teachers, parents, and classmates may not feel the same way and, essentially,
are “stuck” with this student and cannot leave this relationship. If these three sources are
unsupportive, the neurotic individual might perceive the close friend as that much more
supportive.
Finally, previous research has found openness to experience (or a similar construct) to be
positively related to overall levels of perceived social support and perceived support from
siblings but not from parents (Branje et al., 2004; Li et al., 2005; Xia et al., 2012). Consistent
with predictions, openness to experience was not significantly related to perceived support from
any source in the current study. The traits associated with openness to experience as measured by
the BFQ-C are self-reported intellect, cultural interests, creativity, and interest in other people
(Barbaranelli et al., 2003). A possible explanation for the lack of a significant relationship
between perceived social support and openness to experience in the current study is that the traits
measured have little to do with outward behavior or interaction with others. The exception to this
might be the measurement of “interest in other people.” Even then, this might be a covert
disposition rather than an overt behavioral description. Therefore, there would be little reason for
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sources of support to interact differently with a student based on her or his level of openness to
experience.
Implications
At this point, there are two important points that need to be made. First, an underlying
assumption presented within the discussion of each personality domain and how it relates to
perceived social support has been that individuals’ personality ties are related to their behavior
and their behavior leads to other people treating them differently. That is, the relationship
between personality and perceived social support reflects reality: the student perceives more or
less social support because others respond to her personality. This assumption is supported by
research that shows that there are behavioral differences between those high in neuroticism and
those low in neuroticism. This, in turn, is related to the quality of interpersonal relationships
(Belsky et al., 2003; Lee-Baggley et al., 2005). An alternative hypothesis is that a student’s
personality profile might moderate the relationship between socially supportive acts from
important sources and the perception of social support. For example, if Student A and Student B
are both treated the same by their teacher, both students should perceive the same amount of
social support. However, if these two students are treated the same and perceive different
amounts of social support, and Student A is high in neuroticism while Student B is not, it could
be that neuroticism alters the strength of the relationship between socially supportive acts and the
perception of social support. Indeed, previous research suggests that highly neurotic individuals
may process information differently than those low in neuroticism (Chan et al., 2007; Ormel et
al., 2013). An implication of this assumption would be that if the teacher provides a significantly
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higher level of social support to Student A than Student B, this student would perceive an
amount of social support commensurate to Student B.
A second alternative hypothesis is that a “cap” exists based on personality profile. Rather
than personality moderating the relationship between socially supportive acts and perception of
social support, it is possible that those with a certain personality profile simply perceive less
social support. Revisiting the example involving Students A and B, it could be the case that even
if the teacher did provide more support to the neurotic individual that the student would still
perceive a lower amount of social support due to his personality profile.
A final hypothesis to explain the relationship between perceived social support and
personality is that some personality domains could interact with the environment so that students
actually do receive different amounts of support based on personality, and other domains simply
influence one’s perception of social support. For example, agreeable students might actually
receive more support than non-agreeable students because these students are more pleasant to
interact with and others choose to support them. On the other hand, neurotic students might just
perceive supportive acts differently based on how they process information. More research is
needed to explore possible explanations.
A second important point that needs to be made is that the discussion of personality and
perception of social support has focused on one personality domain at a time. It is worth
mentioning that a student’s personality is not defined by one particular personality domain.
Rather, it is the combination and interaction among these domains that comprise one’s
personality. To say that someone high in extraversion perceives a greater (or lesser) amount of
social support than someone high on another domain can be overly simplistic. While the
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discussion up to this point has been broken down by individual personality domains, this has
been done for the sake of a coherent discussion. In reality, the relationship between personality
and perceived social support is much more complex. This is because different levels of each
domain characterize an individual’s personality. For example, someone may be high in
extraversion and neuroticism but low in agreeableness and conscientiousness. Another person
may be high in extraversion and agreeableness but low in neuroticism and conscientiousness. To
assume that these two people perceive the same amount of support because each have a high
level of extraversion is to ignore the other personality domains. Each person’s personality is a
combination of domains rather than characterized by a single domain.
Many of the implications discussed thus far have focused on the possible influence of
personality on perceived social support. However, one could ask whether perceived social
support has an influence on personality. In other words, it is important to understand the
biological and environmental influences on the development of personality. This is a complex
issue. For example, one’s genetic predisposition may be related to the environment that one
chooses to be in or how one responds to the environment (Plomin & Asbury, 2005). Perhaps one
of the most important issues to remember is that biological and environmental influences are
both important, not one or the other. Some research suggests that, in terms of each Big Five
domain, as much as half of the variation can be accounted for by genetic effects. The other
proportion of the variance could be attributed to nonshared environmental effects (Krueger &
Johnson, 2008). Therefore, the development of personality cannot be characterized by
environment or biology but must be understood as an interaction between both.
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Limitations
These results should be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, neither
personality measure used in the current study met the predetermined criteria for model fit. It is
questionable if the observed variables did, in fact, represent the latent variables they were
intended to measure (i.e., the Big Five). As a result, the main analyses in the current study may
not have been appropriate and the conclusions drawn from these analyses would, therefore, be
inaccurate. An alternative strategy would be to delete select items of the BFQ-C and rerun the
confirmatory factor analysis to determine if a better fit could be obtained. Another alternative
would be to combine the two personality measures to make a composite measure. This would
allow a more robust measure of the personality domains and bolster the conclusions drawn from
the results of the main analyses. A second limitation is the large amount of missing data in the
current sample and its possible effects on the results (e.g., less statistical power due to fewer
values). To account for the missing data, maximum likelihood estimation was used (Baraldi &
Enders, 2010). A third limitation is the design of the study. A large number of students were
tested during their Physical Education class. During this time, students were asked to sit on the
floor and complete the surveys. Students sat in groups which may have influenced their
responses if they thought their peers could see their answers. A fourth limitation is that the
surveys were not counterbalanced. The measures used in the current study were part of a larger
survey packet. Students’ responses on certain measures may have been influenced by fatigue or
other factors rather than reflecting what the measures were intended to measure. A final
limitation is the use of self-report measures. This method introduces the possibility of response
bias because respondents may not reply honestly due to social desirability. However, this method
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was the best available for the current study when compared to other methods (e.g., others’
reports of the students’ personality domains).
Future Directions
Future research on this topic should address possible explanations for why differences are
found in perceived social support based on personality. More specifically, is it because students
with different personality types actually receive less social support because of the way they
interact with their environment? Or do their personality types cause them to perceive socially
supportive behavior in different ways? Another suggestion for future research would be to
investigate the possible moderating role that personality plays in the relationship between
socially supportive acts and perceived social support. More specifically, the investigation should
look at whether certain students require a greater amount of socially supportive acts to perceive
an adequate amount of social support or if certain students simply have a “cap” on the amount of
support they perceive regardless of the amount of support that is actually given. Future research
could also focus on the possible moderating role that personality plays in perceived social
support and certain outcomes. For example, previous research suggests a negative relationship
between perceived social support and depression and anxiety (Demaray & Malecki, 2002a;
2002b). It would be important to understand if certain factors (e.g., personality) moderate this
relationship.
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How$often$do$you$do$these$thing s,$think$these$
thing s,$or$feel$that$these$thing s$happen$to$you?
Sample Items:
I eat breakfast in the morning.
I play computer games all night long

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

I like to spend time with other people.
I share my things with other people.
I do my work carefully.
I get nervous for silly things.
I know a lot of things.
I am in a bad mood.
I enjoy working hard.
I get into heated arguments with others.
I like to compete with others.
I daydream a lot.
I am honest and kind with others.
It is easy for me to learn what is taught at school.
I know when others need my help.
I like to be active.
I get angry easily.
I like to give gifts.
I argue with others.
When the teacher asks questions I am able to give the
correct answer.
I like to be around others.
I get very involved in the things I do and I do them to the
best of my ability.
If someone does something to hurt me, I forgive him/her.
I concentrate on my work in class.
It is easy for me to tell others what I think.
I like to read books.
When I finish my homework, I check it many times to
make sure I did it correctly.
I say what I think.
I am nice to all of my classmates.
I respect and follow the rules.
My feelings get hurt easily.
When the teacher explains something I understand
immediately.
I am sad.
I treat others with kindness.

Almost
Never
1
1
Almost
Never
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Sometimes
2
2

3
3

Almost
Always
5
5

4
4

Sometimes

Almost
Always
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5
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33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

I like scientific TV shows.
If I make an appointment I keep it.
I find things to do so that I will not get bored.
I like to watch news on TV, and to know what happens
in the world.
My room is neat and organized.
I am polite when I talk to others.
If I want to do something, I cannot wait and I have to be
able to do it immediately.
I like to talk with others.
I am not patient.
I am able to convince other people to agree with what I
think.
I am able to make up new games and things to do.
When I start to do something I have to finish it no matter
what.
If a classmate is having trouble I help him/her.
I am able to solve mathematical problems.
I trust others.
I like to keep all my school things neat and organized.
I lose my calm easily.
When I say something, others listen to me and do what I
say.
I treat even the people I dislike with kindness.
I like to learn new things.
I always finish my homework before I play.
I get irritated when things are difficult for me.
I like to joke around.
I almost never move my attention away from what I am
doing.
I make friends easily.
I cry.
I would like very much to travel and learn about other
countries.
I think other people are good and honest.
I worry about silly things.
I understand things immediately.
I am happy and active.
I let other people use my things.
I take care of my responsibilities.

Almost
Never
1
1
1

Sometimes
2
2
2

3
3
3

Almost
Always
4
5
4
5
4
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
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Disagree Strongly

Disagree a Little

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

Agree a Little

Agree Strongly

Please rate how much you agree or disagree with each statement.

1

Is talkative

A

B

C

D

E

2

Tends to find fault with others

A

B

C

D

E

3

Does a thorough job

A

B

C

D

E

4

Is depressed, blue

A

B

C

D

E

5

Is original, comes up with new ideas

A

B

C

D

E

6

Is reserved

A

B

C

D

E

7

Is helpful and unselfish with others

A

B

C

D

E

8

Can be somewhat careless

A

B

C

D

E

9

Is relaxed, handles stress well

A

B

C

D

E

10

Is curious about many different things

A

B

C

D

E

11

Is full of energy

A

B

C

D

E

12

Starts quarrels (arguments) with others

A

B

C

D

E

13

Is a reliable worker

A

B

C

D

E

14

Can be tense

A

B

C

D

E

15

Is ingenious (thoughtful), a deep thinker

A

B

C

D

E

16

Generates a lot of enthusiasm

A

B

C

D

E

17

Has a forgiving nature

A

B

C

D

E

18

Tends to be disorganized

A

B

C

D

E

19

Worries a lot

A

B

C

D

E

20

Has an active imagination

A

B

C

D

E

21

Tends to be quiet

A

B

C

D

E

22

Is generally trusting

A

B

C

D

E

23

Tends to be lazy

A

B

C

D

E

I am someone who…
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Disagree Strongly

Disagree a Little

Neither Agree nor
Disagree

Agree a Little

Agree Strongly

Please rate how much you agree or disagree with each statement.

24

Is emotionally stable, not easily upset

A

B

C

D

E

25

Is inventive

A

B

C

D

E

26

Has an assertive (strong) personality

A

B

C

D

E

27

Can be cold and aloof

A

B

C

D

E

28

Perseveres (sticks with it) until the task is finished

A

B

C

D

E

29

Can be moody

A

B

C

D

E

30

Values artistic, aesthetic (beautiful) experiences

A

B

C

D

E

31

Is sometimes shy, inhibited

A

B

C

D

E

32

Is considerate and kind to almost everyone

A

B

C

D

E

33

Does things efficiently

A

B

C

D

E

34

Remains calm in tense situations

A

B

C

D

E

35

Prefers work that is routine

A

B

C

D

E

36

Is outgoing, sociable

A

B

C

D

E

37

Is sometimes rude to others

A

B

C

D

E

38

Makes plans and follows through with them

A

B

C

D

E

39

Gets nervous easily

A

B

C

D

E

40

Likes to reflect (think about things), play with ideas

A

B

C

D

E

41

Has few artistic interests

A

B

C

D

E

42

Likes to cooperate with others

A

B

C

D

E

43

Is easily distracted

A

B

C

D

E

44

Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

A

B

C

D

E

I am someone who...

